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DistriUiit  ion 


Westwo.rd  distrilution  of  tho'EnroiDcan  corn  iDorer  in  1942  ^fas  tho 


nost  Gxtensive  dotorninod  in  rocGiit 


As  a result,  the  insect  v/as 


found  throughout  westorn  Illinois  and  across  s nut hv/es tern  Wisconsin,  and 
wa,s  recorded  for  the  first  tine  in  Missouri  aiid  Iowa.  In  Illinois  all 
tut  7 counties  in  the  oxtreno  southern  p.art'  of  the  Sta.te  are  now  known 
to  he  infested;  in  Iowa  the  'new  infestation  v/as  found  in  19 '-eastern 
counties,  extending  at  one  point  in  the  State  into  the  fourth  tier  of 
counties  v/est  of  the  Mississiispi'  River;  and  in  Missouri  the  initial 
presence  of  the  toror  cappeared  in  u counties  along  the  Mississippi  from 
the  Iowa  line  south  --.o  St.  Louis,  In. Wisconsin  the  horer  v/as  first  found 


l/  Tho  data  on  the  distrihut ion  and  alundance  of  the  European  corn 
horer  presented  in  this’  report  v/ere  accumulated  hy  the  Bureau  of  Entomol- 
ogy and  Plant  Qparantine  an-d.hvarious  interested  States  and w-zere  assenhled 
and  tabulated  at  Lafayette,  Ind, , sues  tat  ion  of  the  laboratory  for 
European  corn  borer  research,  Toledo,  Ohio,  v/itli  W,  Ao  Baker  in  charge. 

In  addition  to  activity  by  the  Bureau,  the  survey  in  1942  v/as  conducted 
in  78  counties  of  Indiana  by  the' Indiana' State  donservation  Department; 
in  13  counties  of  Maine,  in  all  19  counties' of  New 'Jersey,  rmd  in  12 
couiitios  of  Vermont,  by  the  State  depiartnents  of  agriculture  of  those 
States;  in  I6  counties  of  Nov;  York,  including  Long  Island, vby  the  New  York 
Agricultural  Experiment  Station  at  Geneva  and  the  Nev/  York  State  DeiDart— 
ment  of  Agriculture’,  cooperating;  and’  in  7 counties  of  New -Hampshire , in 
half  of  the  24  counties  surveyed  in  Illinois,  and  in  half  of  the  3 
counties  of  Delaware,  by  the  agricultural  experiment  stat-ioiis  o'f  those 
States , 

New  county  records  of  tho  European  corn  borer  in  1942  v/ere  con^- 
tributed  by  the  Natural  History  Survey  and  the  State  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  Illinois;  by  the  State  Conservation  Depalrtment  of  Indi- 
ana; b;y  the  State  departments  of  agriculture  of  Missouri,'  North  Carolina, 
Virginia,  and  Wisconsin;  and  by  tho  Bureau  of  Entomology  and  PlcO.nt  Quar- 
antine of  tho  U.  S,  Departm^ent  of  Agriculture.  The  Bureau  apprec irate s 
the  interest  and  cooperation  of  all  States  in  which  the  survey  v/as  con- 
ducted and  from  which  nev/  records  of  distribution  were-  obtrained  in  1942. 
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in  19^2  in  3 count ics  in  tho  southwest orn  corner  of  the  State  and  in  1 
isolated  co''ant7  to  the  northwest,  and  tho  known  infestation  in  south- 
v;ostorn  end  southeastern  Indijuea  was  oitonded  to  tho  Ohio  River,  Only 
slight  sjjr^ad  of  the  insect  vras  recorded  from  tho  Eastern  States  in 
19^2,  3 i^G'-'ly  infested  counties  ‘boinf;  found  in  eastorn  Virf:inia  and  1 
in  northeastern  ITorth  Carolina, 

. . 

The  followin/r  list  <p:ivos  tho  counties  in  the  ahovo-nontioned 
States  in  which  tho  Ruropoan  corn  “borer  was  found  for  the  first  time  in 
1942s  and  on  tho  accompanying  nap  is  shown  the  known  distrihut ion  of 
tho  insect,  'including;  tlie  1^42  spread, 

Illinois:  Adams.  Bond,  Brown,  Calhoun,  Cass,  Clay,  Clinton, 
Sdwards,  Effinyhan,  Fa^^otto,  Froniilin,  Fulton, 

Callatin,  Groonc,  H:xnilton,  Hancock,  Henderson,  Henry,  * 
Jackson,  Jasper,  Jofferson,  Jersey,  Jo  Daviess,  Knox, 
McDonough,  Macoupin,  Madison,  Marion,  Mason,  Menard, 
Mercer,  Monroe,  Montgom.ery,  Morgan,  Perrj/-,  Pike, 
Pcandolph,  Richland,  Rock  Islo,nd,  St,  Clair,  Sangamon, 
Schuyler,  Scott,  Union,  Wahash,  Warren,  Washington, 
V/ayne,  White,  and  Whiteside# 

Indiana;  Brown,  Daviess,  Greene,  Knox,  Ohio,  Pike,  Posey,  - 
Spencer,  Sullivan,  and  Switzerland, 

lovra:  Cedar,  Clayton,  Clinton,  Dos  Moines,  Duhuque,  Henry, 

Jackson,  Jefferson,  Johnson,  Jones,  Koolculc,  Leo,  Linn, 
Louisa,  Muscatine,  Scott,  Van  Buren,  Wapello,  and 
Washington. 

Missouri;  Clark,  Lewis,  Lincoln,  Marion,  Pike,  Ralls, 

St.  Charles,  and  St.  Louis. 

Korth  Carolina:  Chowan. 

V ■ i 

Virginia;  Fauquier,  King  and  Q,uoen,  and  Spotsylvania.  • - 

Wisconsin:  Dunn,  Grant,  Iowa,  and  Lafayette. 

Fall  Ahuhdance 

The  ahundance  of  the  European  corn  “borer  in  corn  in  tho  fall  of 
1942  was  determined  for  a considora“ble  p,art  of  tho  infested  area.  In 
p-ll,  4,165  CO rrjfiolds  wdro  examined  in  3O8  counties,  in  18  infested 
States,  “ig;-  the  Bureau  and  various  State  agencies.  Except  in  Delaware,  • 
Indiana,  and  Maine,  tho  survey  procedure  in  1942  followed  that  in  gen- 
eral use  “by  tho  Bureau  during  recent  years.  By  this  method,  10  corn- 
fields at  random  vroro  sampled  vdthin  each  county',  the  count  of  infesta- 
tion “being  o'btainod  “by  examining  25  consecutive  corn  plants  talcen  at  a 
given  distance  within  a field  from  near  tho  mid  point  of  its  most 
access  idle  edge,  and  the  num“ber  of  “borers  per  infested  plant  “being 
determined  “by  dissecting  the  first  2 plants  found  infested.  The  procedure 


in  Del ware  differed  only  to  the  eztent  of  doubling  the  nunbor  of  fields 
examined  per  county.  In  Maine  25  to  30  fields  were  surveyed  in  each 
county  and  in  Indiarm  an  a,vorago.  of  about  20  fialds  vnas  examined j ■ the,-. 
exact  quota  per  county  in  the  latter  State  vary ing • with- the  number  of 
tov.aiships  v/ithin  a unit.  The  population  figure  for  each  field  in  the, 
Ma.ino  and  Indi.ana  sur'/cys  was  ba,sed  on  an.  exam4nation''of_.  100  plants  - 
and  the  dissection  of  5 infested  plants.  In  either -survey  procedure, 
the  product  of  the  percentage  of  plant  infestation  in  a field  and  the 
average  num.ber  of  borers  per  infested  plant  provided  a.  figure  designated 
as  the  average  number  of  borers  per  100  plants^: The  population  data  - 
derived  in  this  v/ay  for  the  individual  fields  vrere  then  grouped  in  the 
cad  culati  on 'bf 'county  averages,  • ...’b 


A 'Sumi.iar:.’’.  of  the  data  on  borer  abundahc’e-  in  corn  for  all  counties 
and  States  surveyed-  in  1942  is  presented  in  .-table  1,  in  which  the  data 
obtained  from ‘the  1941-  survey  are  alst)  given  for  comparison.  In  table  2 
the  avbrcagc  nu.mbers'of'lorers  per  100  plants  are  given  for.  each  county 
surveyed- in  1542  and  all' possible  comparisons  are  made  with  .similar 
data  from- 1941,  States-  and  counties  are  arranged  alp'iabeti colly  in  the 
prescntp.tion  of -t'-ic  data,.  In  reading  the  tabulated  data  it  should  be 
noted  that  a zero  recorded  for  any  county  indicates  a population  so  lov; 
that  no  infested  plants  occurred  within  the  specif ied  counts  aiid  does 
not  necessarily  mean,  the-  complete  absence  of  the  borer,  -On  the.  accom- 
panying‘nap)  shaded!  areas ' indicate  the  relative  abundance  in  corn  in 
that  part.,  of  the  infested' area  surveyed  in  1942,  A brief  discussion  of 
the  1942  survey.' follows,  ' ' , . . . • . 


The  European  corn  borer  in  1942  continued  its  build-up  of 
numbers  in  Indiana  and  Illinois.,  and  in  certcain  sections  of  these 
States  the 'insect  v.^as  as  abundant  as  ever  found  in. .'the  ITorth  Central 
States,  Ihc  increase  in  .populations;  of  the  borer  in  62  comparable 
counties  in  Indiana  was-, from  34,9  borers  per  IpO  plants-  in  194l  to  ^ 
193*1  ih'1942,  and  in  G comparablQ-  counties  of  Illinois,  it  vras  from 
5»S  borers  per  100  plants  in  194l  to  110,6  in  1942.  In  each  of  11 
counties  across  the  m.iddlo  of  Indiana  there  v/as  £n  average  of  over 
300  borers  per  100  plants  in ’1942,  Ihcsc’il  counties  averaged  375*7 
la-.rvac  per  100  plants,  varying^per  county  , from  302.3  to  501*7  borers 
per  100  plants.  The  4 highest  counties^  in  Indiana,,  ^/ith  their  res-  - 
pcctive  nur:bers  of  borers  per  100  plants,  were  Blackford,  501*'7» 

Grant,  468, 9 » Dolav/aro,  4l2,'l,  and  Ifayhe ,.  401,6,  In  44,.  or  5^i'4 

percent,  of  the  7S  counties  survayQdV.ih  Indiana’in '1942 ,'  "the  numbers 
of  borers  per  100  plants  'averaged  over  100.  " Popula.tions  of  101  to 
300  larv.aG  per  100  plants  occurred  in  6,  or  25  percent,  of  the  24 
counties  surveyed  in  Illinois  in  3,942,  'Abundance,  of  the -pest  in  these 
counties,  Iroquois,  K-ai'inakoe,  Ghindy, "Vermilion,  Champaign;  and 
Livingston,.,  ranged  in  order  from  a 'maxin^  of  293*S  borers  per  100 
plants  in  Iroq_uois’ to  a minimum,  of  123 ‘ln’‘'Livingston  C'punty.  . ’ ' 
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It  should  Ig  noted  thot  tho  survey  in  Illinois  and  the  ('greater 

part  of  the  survey  work  in  Indiana  took  iDlace  late  in  the  f:nLl  and  that 

a very  considerahle  part  of  the  borer  looisulat ions ' entorina' the  counts 
v;ere  of  tho  seconl  j^oneration. 

The  Europe.an  corn  borer  in  Michifsan  and  in  the  western  half  of 
Ohio  remained  sonev/hat  static  from  the  fall  of  194l  to  the  fall  of  1942, 
with  a trend  tov/ard  a decrease  in  numbers  in  the  more  southern  of  the 
comparable  counties  in  Ohio*,  Relatively  lit  tie  change  occurred  in 
southeastern  llichigu:  betv;cen.  the  average  of  54=3  borers  i^er  100  plants 
in  1941  and  49.1  in  1942.  The  comparable  part  of  northwestern  Ohio, 
comprising  26  counties,  showed  a decrease  from  151.4  larvae  per  100 
pluits  in  1941  to  71.4  in  1942, 

In  the  East  radical  changes  in  poioulations  of  the  borer  from 
1941  to  1942  were  not  widespread,  ExcG^Dt  for  ^an  increase  in  the  State 
of  ITev;  Hampshire,  teiren  as  a whole,  from  5*3  borers  per  100  plaints  in 
1941  to  12.2  in  1942,  the  fall  status  of  the  insect  remained  about  the 
same  in  ITo^  England  during  these  2 years.  On  a State-wide  basis,  com- 
prising only’  the  counties  surveyed  in  both  years,  increases  of  signifi- 
cance from  1941  to  1942  appeared  in  Rev;  York,  Ponnsylvanica,  Delaware, 
Virginia,  and  Ilorth  Carolina,  largely,  accounted  for  by. greater  abundance 
of  the  insect  within  one  or  tvro  scattered,  counties  in  each  State,  The 
status  of 'the  borer  in  Hew  Jersey  and  Maryland  did  not  change  appreci- 
ably from  1941  to  1942,  Populations  exceeding  300.  borers  jper  100 
plants  occurred  on  Lonm  Island  and  in  Hiagara  County,  IT,  Y. , in  Middle- 
sex County,  11.  J, , and  in  Bucks  and  Montgomery  Counties,  Pa,  • Ar.iong  the 
l40  counties  surveyed  in  the  :Eastcrn.  States  in  1942,'  there  wore  3i»  cr 
22,1  percent,  in  vhich  the  nurpbor  of  borers  per  100  plants  averaged 
betv;cen  101  and  3OO, 

Apparently  v/oathcr  conditions  in  1942,  ’diile  not  pn,rticularly 
adverse  to  the  European  Corn  borer  in  .any  part  of  the  infested-  area,  were 
/ especially  favor.able  in  Indi,ann  and  Illinois  as  well  as  farther  xirest- 
in  the  Corn  Belt  in  Iowa  and  Missouri,  These  V7ca,ther  conditions  so 
advai'itagcous  to  the  borer  were  also  of  a type  conducive  to  good  corn 
production,  . 

Suj"iner  A''^und'ancc  in  Sweet  Corn^ 

Ta-ble  3 summarizes  • the  field* 'data  XDrocured  in  1942  in  certain 
sections  of  infested  States  to  show:  the  relative  .abundance  of  tho  European 
corn  borer  in  c.arly  sweet -corn  gro^m  for  market,  .and  in  a fe^^^  fields  of 
canning  corn  in  Illinois,  As  a-  rulo,  the  fields  surveyed  represented  the 
most  hejivily  infested  ones  vrithin-h  given  locality. 

The  corn  borer  increased  -in  numberh  in  o.arly  market  sv/eet  corn  in 
ITev;  Haven  CTounty,  Conn,,-  from  an  unusually  low  average  for  the  locality 
of  1,1  borers  per  lolant  in  1941  to  7-5  1942,  The  pest  was  loss  abun- 

dant in  sweet  corn  in  Burlington  County,  II,  J, , in  1942  (4  borers  x)cr 
plant)  than  in  194l  (S,9  borers  x)er  pl.ant),  Poxjul.at ions  were  .also  lower 
in  Lucas  County,  Ohio,  vjhere  early  marlrot  sweet  corn  was  infested  with 
8,5  borers  x::,er  plant  in  1942  and  12,4  in  194l,  and  in  Monroe  County,  Mich, 
where  the  nu'iber  of  borers  plant  in  1942  x-zas  6,7  as  comx)ared  with  10,7 
in  1941.  nevertheless,  in  the  last  3 loc-xlities  as  vrell  as  in  Connecticut 
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2. — Data  oPi  .Ilur.jTjeai-L  corn  o^rer  aQ,<r.dance  _c_^£rn labl  of  19^^ . ^-na 
' ■ coni'^arisons -t'lth  data  i^.r  I'iUl 


StaLe  • ■ : 

c::ant7  : 

--T.ver  age- 
no  r 1jJ‘ 

borers . : 

nlants-  .. 

: • . otat'i.'  ■ - 

: . and 

: count;/ 

.n/erage 
oor  1^0 

borers 
slant  s 

IcLl  ... 

.-:19^2  ; 

1941 

1942 

Inu-bor 

L'jiiioer-  • 

1 -ber 

i^U-ober 

Connecticut ■ 

: ; 

: Illizibis  ( C mt ' d ) 

F-airfie’^d  

1-21. 3 

91.-1  - 

:•  VerLulibn  ........ 

20 . 2 ' 

■lo2.2 

Kartfond  •. 

23  ^ ‘ d 

"6.4- 

: I'Jhiteside  .. 

_ 

3 0.4 

Litcnfieid-  . . . . ^.  • 

- 9''  o'- 

' -9.6-  • 

lood'^ord  



50.0 

Dnddlesex.'.  . . . ^% 

b-3*.  0 

1j5.6- 

1 - 

. 

N Uc  iiaven  % • 

^'L3-.4 

li5.4' 

: xiVera>'e  : . . 

Tolland  ■• 

Ll  .o-  - 

22.6. 

.6  co’untiss. 

. 5.9 

110.6 

I'lev'  London'  ....  .. 

. 2* '■.  2 

■ 31.2  ^ 

24  c.o’unuies 

64 . 5 

^Tindha:n  

•-11-.  J 

12.8 

• .-I/O rage:  - • 

' ■ 



B counties  .■ 

_31 .9_ 

’ Indiana: 

- ' 

: adax''S  

34.0 

3 73  . 2 

Delaware: 

: alien  . 

■ ^1.0 

174.6 

Aent 

28.3 

43.9 

; ■-.  Bartholornevv  ..... 

■ • 5.8 

114.4 

«G'  Co-st"!  e 

26.7 

1 ' 7 . 2 

: ’ ~enton  ......... 

■13  .-o 

30d . 5 

Suss'oac . 

05.4 

157.3  ■ 

: BlacKibrd  

i23 .4 

301.7 

: Boone  . 

26.3 

135.0 
2 6 

H.  . 

5 counties'. 

LC.l 

106.1 

Carroll  ...I... 

■:09.4 

-295.4 

- _ ^ — , 

- 

: Cass  .'. 

- '72.6 

■3"5.2 

I_lin..i5 ; 

: Clay  1.  . 

■ • -1  -| 

93.4 

do one  .......... 

. 

. 2' ' 

: Clinton  

■ 45.0  ■ 

243 . 8 

’b'''^eau  

. ■ .*  • 

7 • 2 

: ' Daviess  .....'.. 

2.1 

■ ’Crnnpai.x.  

• L.2 

143.0  ■ 

: Dear  corn  . . . . .u 

■ - 

4d . 2 

C-.nr‘“  ati  

...  - 

5.4  ' 

: Decatur 

•11.4 

70.0 

. C r at'd  or  d 

' „ •• 

13.2  ' 

; De  Ka':  b 

32.8 

94.3 

' De  iCal  b J 1 

■ a:  3 

41.0"' 

: Dela'i' arc  ....... 

'69.0 

4"  2.1 

■ ■ • jd  f'-'  V - 

40.6 

* Elkhart  . 

68.7 

•••••••••• 

' -.-runFr'  

193.6 

: Favette  . . . .'. 

• 6l . 6 

280.6 

Hei.ry  

— 

6.4 

: ■ Fountain 

"4.4 

268.3 

Iro^^uc  o ' '.  ...... 

293.8 

; ■ F^j;.r  k1  i n ’ 3 3.2 

90.0 

'r\-;.r.  •rrOK'eo  

3.2 

240 . 8 

: F ■'ult  on  . 

^9.5 

281.2 

i,aLe  

7." 

‘2t  . 8 ■ 

: ' Gi'osori  . . . '.  . . 

1.5 

' La  Salla ' . 

36.4' 

'Grant  ’......'  . 

74.6 

438.9 

T,'  vi  bn 

12"  . 0 

; i rneerit-,  . ! . 

lo . 3 

] ,OP*^  n . . ’ 

26.0 

: H-siilton  . .' . 

42.3 

196.2 

24.2 

■ Hancock 

53.2 

223.3 

'cucan  L. 

0;'^'!  e 

64 . 6 
16.4" 

: ■ Hendr  “cks  . .-. 

' Henrv  . . . . 

■■  1-5-.7 
■ • 03.2 

87.7 

339.5 

■ ■’  F^or'ia 

d- 

■16.4'  '• 

: Hov'ard 

. -90... 

303.2 

Rock  Islan:.  .... 



5.8 

: InontirHon 

■58.4 

156.3 

.'lO  r,  nori  

7.0- 

; Jasper  . . . .-.■.'■I  . 

• 3.3 

224.6 

: Jn-*  

■ 59.7 

252 . 4 

: Jed lerson  ,....- 

5.9 

- : ' .J-jhnsbrn- ' . ^ . . 

20 . 0 

234.2 
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Table  2 . — D at  a oj  -IPJ’IL  ^2}  A^.  A2?Ti  j.  _q_f_  _i_.A2  ? . '-£1^ 

coj.iparisot^s  t'ith  data  for  1941 — 1 o n t i n ue d 


O w 3.  t ^ 

average  borers 

State  : 

.-.verage 

borers 

.md 

oer  100  nlants 

and  ; 

pjr  100  plants 

county 

1941 

1942 

county  : 

1941 

1942 

II’diAber 

Number 

Number 

Number 

idiana  (Cant'd) 

iSaihe : : 

Knox  

- 

5.3 

i.hdroscoggin.  . . . : 

0.4 

2.7 

Kosciusko 

11.4 

1B4.5 

Cumberland  .....: 

5.0 

6.2 

Lagrange  

4.9- 

13.4 

Franklin  : 

1.0  ■ 

■ ■ 2.0 

Lake  

4.0. 

34.0 

Hancock- : 

0.2 

■ 0.7 

^a  Porte  

1.6 

71.4 

Kennebec 

5.5 

2.1 

kadis on  

9B.3 

243.3 

Knox  . . . : 

0.1  ' 

■ -4.0 

Lari on  

52.3  : 

220.7 

Lincoln  : 

2.0 

• 1.8 

Karsr.alLl  

23.7 

117.4 

Oxford  i 

0.5 

• 1.0 

Pi  ana.  

23.8 

292.1 

Piscatao^uis  . . . . ; 

0 ' ■ 

■ 0.6 

? Montgomery  .... 

8.9 

114.2 

Sagadahoc  : 

2.0 

10.4 

’ organ  

4.1 

S/t.3 

Somerset  : 

J.8 

2.0 

L--v.ton  

4 .4 

259.0 

Laldo  : 

0.3- 

1.5 

Noble  

29.9 

32.5 

York  , . : 

2.2 

11.2 

Ohio  

39.5 

Ov;en  

0.5 

10.7 

average : : 

Parke  

1 . 6 

97.9  : 

13  co’onties 

1.5 

- 3.6 

like  

- 

0 

Porter  

3.1 

32.6 

Maryl£ind:  : 

Posey  ■ ' 

- 

1.0 

Caroline  ....... : 

52.4 

39.0 

Pulaski  

7.4 

■ 120.1 

Charles  . . : 

0 . 

1.2 

Putnam  ........' 

1.7 

98.2 

Dorchester  ..... : 

22.4 

17.4 

Randolph  

37. '5 

364.8 
■ 20.9 

Kent  . . : 

50.2 

8.8  . 

43.4 
, 36.-8 

Ripley  

Queen  iuines  . . . . : 

Rush  

47  ■ 

'205.2 

Somerset  : 

15.8  . 

13.8 

ot . J oseoh  .... 

3.8 
22.7  ■ 

103.2 
' 203.5 

Talbot  : 

100.0,  . 

47.6 

91.8 

ohelby  ........ 

'icomd-co  : 

61.2  . 

Spencer  

— 

0.3 

korc.  oter 

50.4  - 

134..  0 

Starke  

20.1 

139.1 

. » 

Steuben  

46.4 

55.7 

Average:  : 

. , 

Sullivan  

-■ 

12.5 

9 counties 

40 . a . . . 

. 47.2- 

S'.  itzerland  . . , 

32.4 

Tiooecanoe  .... 

16.1 

'340.4  . 

Massachusetts: 

iipton  

134.3 

283.4 

Essex  : 

,21.0  . 

39.6 

Union  '. 

52.5  ■ 

195.6 

Franklin  : 

, 3.8 

3.2, 

Vanderburgh  . . , 

- 

0 

liampden  : 

21.8  , 

60 . 4 

Vermill3.on  .... 

o:8 

161.8 

Hampshire  : 

26.4 

17.2 

Vi  *0  

1.3 

54.1 

Middlesex : 

16.4 

6.4 

■ 'abasil 

35.4' 

'203.9 

Norfolk  : 

67.2  • . 

-33.4- 

I’arrick  

— 

0 

’.'orcester  : 

7.2- . . 

__-3.5. 

’■arr;n  

’.’ayne  

' ells  

22, 2 ‘ 
50.^' 
53.4 

2j1.7 

'401.6 

362.3 

Average:  : 

7 counties  . , : 

23.4.  . 

23.4 

’Inite  

40.6 

198.9 

■hit ley  

25.3 

47.3 

/-.verage : 



62  counties 

34.9 

193.1 

7B  co':..nties 

- 

150.4 

cx;  t.)  Us)  (-  I ^)  ---i  (y  o.)  , r-  >:x  (xx  ixj  ( x 
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Table  2 . — Data  on'  European  corn  bo i’_er_ J- 1 )Ui.d<'irice.  in  corn,  fall  of  1942,  'Jid 

comp  ,r  is  oris  \vith  dato.  for  1941 — Continued 


otate 

and 

i^ve  r a p’e 
per  IJO 

b.;rors 

plo.nts 

Stats 

and 

CC'Unt;^ 

.iverage  borers 
loer  100  plants 

c o^anty 

1941 

1942 

1941 

1942 

I^umb  or 

Number 

Numb-^r 

NumPer 

berth  Carolina: 

Ohio  (Cont'd): 

C'.mfien 

17.4 

127.6 

vLirr^n  

, 

15.2 

Currituck  ........ 

• 4.8 

33.8 

^■'ullioms  

13.4-  • 

52.0 

Pasquotank  

11.6  • 

22.2 

’■'ood  

98-.  6 

126 . 2 

Uyandot  

13.6- 

23.8 

Avtrrage: 

3 counties 

■ 11.3 

61.2 

rtvsrags : 

26  counties 

151.4 

71.4 

Ohio: 

39  counties 

- 

57.2 

/‘lion  

’78.6 

61.6 

" 

, 

Auglaice  

177.4 

42.6 

Pennsylvania: 

Put! er 

36.4 

Adams  

43.9 

Champ.*ign  

- 

38.0 

Armstrong  .... 

- 

11.6 

Clark  

• 

33.4 

Berks  

2-2-.  8 

31.0 

Clinton  

^ 

12.6 

Bucks -. . . 

117-. 0 • ■ - 

433.2 

Crawford  

32.0 

31.6 

Centre 

8.2 

Darke- 

38.6 

Chester  ...... 

29-.  2 • 

68.6 

Defiance  ........ 

69.0 

50.6 

■ Cr'Uv'ford  ..... 

• - 4.2 

Delawciro  ........ 

57.0- 

15.8 

Cumberla.nd  . . . 

2.0 

Fayette  

16.6 

22.2 

ne-3l  aioa  r6i  

129.8 

261.4 

Franklin  

37.4 

Eri-e 

51.0 

Fulton  

267.0 

103.0 

■ T nd i 'ina  - 

2.4 

Oreene  

14.2 

Lancaster  . . . . 

24.4 

44.2 

Hamilton  

34 . 6 

■ T.ehi  rl'i  ....... 

118.2 

H^^ncook  

136.2 

110.4 

Leb-anon  ...... 

: . 

3.2 

Hardin  

207.4 

29.0 

iTontgomery  *.  . . 

1-30.8  - - 

371.6 

Henry  -. . . . 

119.2 

126 . 2 

Monroe 

5.0 

Loaan  

3I6 . 6 

■57.0 

Northampton-  . . 

173.0 

Lucas- . 

200.2 

98.2 

2.8 

Iv.adi  S'on  . F 

37.8 

******** 

Pi  ke  

0.4 

1‘ari  on  

248.6 

125.4 

V/avne  -.  . . 

1.0 

Lnrce-r 

272.4 

9.4 

/es-tmorelarxi  . 

0 

Hio-ird.  ............ 

15.2 

York  ......... 

. 

145.0 

^i-ont  ^^omery  

27.0 

borrow  . . . - 

109 .4 

49.0 

Averaao : 

Gtt<-\7a  .......... 

39.0 

24.6 

■ 6 counties 

75.7 

201.7 

Paulding" 

442.4  ■ 

142.0 

22  counties 

81.0 

Prebl'e  . 

33.2 

— ^ • 

Put  nun  n . .. 

■ 223.4 

183.6 

Pthode  Island: 

Sandusky  ......... 

72 . 2 

56.4 

Bri stol -Newoort  163.4 

84  • 4 

Seneoa  . . /■ 

- 81  .'2 

68 . 6 

■ f^ent  

14.4 

19.4 

Shelbv  ........... 

• -210. -2 

11  .'6 

Providence  . . . 

■ 5.2 

13.0 

Union  ......  .-.  . . . 

121.6 

• 22.6 

' ■ 'ashington  . . . 

^ 47.2 

74.2 

Van  Lbrt 

••  307.6 

207.2 

Avc;rage : 

; ' 4 counties 

■ 57.6 

47.8 
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T a'ble  2 . — D^.ta  on  Europe  .n  corn  borer  abundance  in  corn,  fall  of  1942,  and 

comparisons  jv'itn  _data  for  1911 — C o n t i nuo d 


State  ■ ■ .■average  borers 

. . nd  : per  100  plants 


county 

19A1 

1942 

Number 

Nuraber 

Vermont ; 

Addison  .... 

■ 9.6 

20.2 

Bennin-^ton  ,....1. 

8.0 

. .90.9 

C-alodonic-  . . . . .-1 

•3.6 

Chittenden  .1  . . . o , 

21 .4 

. 5.8 

S S 0 jC 

0.4 

1.6 

18.8 

1'2.6 

Grand  isle  . . . .‘ 

26.0 

14.2- 

7.6 

•4.0 

0]r*c:,ny^o  •••#••••••»••• 

6.0 

■8.k 

Oif* j_c3 c ins  •••»**«t***«* 

■'  5.0 

•-3.4 

••  24.0 

20.6 

1 l' cl  S i ii  n.  0 n ae*  ••«•••• 

35.4 

•9.4 

" Jindhami  \ .....  .* 

12.4 

* 

25.6 

Vindsor  *' i 

24.6 

11.2 

Average : ' 

lA  counties 

14.6 

16.5 

Virginia:  . ’ 

ii.  C C iC 

26.8 

, 223.6 

Fairfax. ......  3 

- 

'.5.0 

J-jOU-^iio mri . ••«•••#«••••* 

- 

:2.4 

hansemoxid  • 

56.0 

43.2., 

, Norfolk..  , . ■ 

3.8 

23.0' 

■•Northarepton  ■ 

60.2 

■:  236.4 

Prince  I'illiairu 

- 

;i.2 

Princess  Anne  

29.4 

420.0 

Stafford  

- 

;o 

Average: 

5 counties. 
9 se unties 

-iisconsin: 

Calumet  

Dodge  

Fond  du  Lac  . . 
Manitov;oc  .... 
Outagamie  .... 

Ozaukee  

Sheboygan  .... 
^';ashini?lon  . . . 
'■'innebago  .... 

Averc.ge : 

6 counties 

9 counties 


35.2: 

1$9.2 

- ' 

106.1  ■ 

2.0 

25.6 

- 

15.6 

1.2 

19.0 

24 .4 

30.6 

- 

11.2 

20.4 

38.6 

47.8 

71.8 

5.6 

13.2 

- 

21.8 

16.9 

33.1 

- 

27.5 
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Tatle  3*  “ Data  on  Buropoan  com  'boror  abundance  in  early  swoot  corn, 

sunncrs  of  1941  and  19^2 


State 

and 

county 


1941 


Locality 


S Average  iDorers 
Fields;  per  plant 
ITurnl^  e r ; Funl  e r 


Fields ; 
Nunl^er: 


1942 

AvoTcige  ‘borers 
per  plant 
NuT-ilDer 


Connecticut ; 


Nev;  Haven 

New  Haven 

29 

Illinois: 

Kanlcaltee 

Vernilioni' 

Kankakee 

— 

Hooivoston 

- 

Indiana: 

Marion,  Hamilton, 
and  Hendricks 

Indianapolis 

-- 

Michigan: 

Monroe 

Brie 

9 

Nev/  Jersey/"; 

Burlington 

Beverly 

29 

New  York: 

Monroe 

Rochester 

9 

Niagara 

- 

9 

Onondaga 

Syracuse 

1 

Ohio : 

Hamilton  and 

Butler 

Cincinnati 

- 

Lucas 

Toledo 

29 

1.1 


10.7 


S.9 


4.9 

6.7 

2.g 


12.4 


29  : 7.9 


S : 12.3 

9 : 1.8 


19 

# 

• 

• 

• 

13.0 

9 

t 

• 

• 

• 

» 

t 

6.7 

•29- 

• 

• 

• ’ 

' 4.0 

• 

•3- 

• 

f 

3.9 

.3. 

■ 4,1 

10 

' % 

% 

• 

• 

• 

9.7 

20 

• 

• 

• 

f 

7.4 

20 

• 

• 

8.9 

Mostly  canning  corn 


